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Appendix D: 
Heritage Tree Data Summary - Diameter 
 
 
 
How to use this information 
 
This summary shows the number and percentage of trees in each DBH 
(Diameter Breast Height) size range. The ranges are given in inches and the 
trees are measured at 54” above the ground level. The data shows that the 
largest number of trees, 22 out of 110, (20%) are greater than 48” in diameter. 
 
 



 

 

DBH Summary     Carlsbad Heritage Tree Inventory 
 
 
DBH (in inches) Percentage   Count   
 
03-06 2 1.82% 

06-12 13 11.82% 

12-18 15 13.64% 

18-24 7 6.36% 

24-30 20 18.18% 

30-36 17 15.45% 

36-42 7 6.36% 

42-48 7 6.36% 

48+ 22 20.00% 

 

Total  Number of Planted Sites      110 % of Planted Sites 100.00% 

   

DBH is the trunk diameter measured in inches at 54” above ground level. 
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Appendix E: 
Heritage Tree Data Summary - Height 
 
 
 
How to use this information 
 
This summary shows the number and percentage of trees in each Height size 
range. The ranges are given in feet. The data shows that the largest number of 
trees, 36 out of 110, (32.73%) are between 15’ to 30’ tall. 

 



 

 

Height Summary     Carlsbad Heritage Tree Inventory 
 
 
Height (in feet) Count    Percentage 
 
0-15 2  1.82% 

15-30 36 32.73% 

30-45 23 20.91% 

45-60 21 19.09% 

60-75 12 10.91% 

75+ 16 14.55% 

 

Total      Number of Planted Sites   110  % of Planted Sites 100.00% 
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Appendix F: 
Heritage Tree Data Summary – Canopy Spread 
 
 
 
How to use this information 
 
This summary shows the number and percentage of trees in each Canopy 
Spread size range. The ranges are given in feet. The data shows that the largest 
number of trees, 33 out of 110, (30%) have canopies that are between 30’ to 45’ 
wide. 

 



 

 

Canopy Spread Summary    Carlsbad Heritage Tree Inventory 
 
 
Canopy Spread (in feet)   Count    Percentage 
 
0-15 5 4.55% 

15-30 27 24.55% 

30-45 33 30.00% 

45-60 24 21.82% 

60-75 5 4.55% 

75+ 16 14.55% 

 

Total  Number of Planted Sites 110 % of Planted Sites 100.00% 
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Appendix G: 
Heritage Tree Data Summary – Vigor 
 
 
 
How to use this information 
 
This summary shows the number and percentage of trees in each Vigor 
category. Vigor is a visual assessment of the growth indicators of the tree. The 
data shows that the largest number of trees, 109 out of 110, (99.09%), are 
growing. 

 



 

 

Vigor Summary     Carlsbad Heritage Tree Inventory 
 
 
Vigor      Count    Percentage 
 
Growing     109    99.09% 

Declining         1      0.91% 

 

Total  Number of Planted Sites 110 % of Planted Sites 100.00% 
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Appendix H: 
Heritage Tree Data Summary – Condition 
 
 
 
How to use this information 
 
This summary shows the number and percentage of trees in each Condition 
category. Condition rating is the result of numerical scores that are given to 
various parts of the tree and are then calculated to provide an overall condition 
rating for the tree. The data shows that the largest number of trees, 60 out of 
110, (54.55%), are in good condition. 

 



 

 

Condition Summary     Carlsbad Heritage Tree Inventory 
 
 
Condition     Count    Percentage 
 
Good 60 54.55% 

Fair 45 40.91% 

Poor 5 4.55% 

 

Total  Number of Planted Sites 110 % of Planted Sites      100.00% 
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Appendix I: 
Newspaper Articles and other reprinted material 
 
 
 
How to use this information 
 
This is a collection of articles from local newspapers discussing various issues 
and concerns involving trees. Some of the articles are about specific Heritage 
Trees listed in this study. 
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Trees #93, 95 & 96



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 
Tree #63



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 
Tree #47
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Appendix J: 
California Government Code on “Topping” 
 
 
 
How to use this information 
 
This is a copy of California Government Code Section 53067 provided for 
informational and educational purposes.  It discusses the negative aspects of 
topping trees and discusses the benefits of proper pruning and advises the 
promotion of the applicable pruning standards available at the time to improve 
the quality tree pruning while reducing tree pruning costs.  These standards have 
been modified in the intervening years.  The current International Society of 
Arboriculture pruning guidelines are provided under Appendix K. 
 



 

 

53067       GOVERNMENT CODE 
 

53067.  (a) The Legislature finds and declares the following: 
   (1) That trees and other woody plants respond in specific and 
predictable ways to pruning and other maintenance practices. 
   (2) That careful scientific studies indicate that arboriculture 
practices including, but not limited to, "topping" are often 
misunderstood and misapplied. 
   (3) That the results of the 1988 California urban forestry survey 
prepared by Plant Science and Research for the California Department 
of Forestry and Fire Protection's Urban Forestry Program summarizes 
that an estimated 5.9 million street trees are managed by California 
cities of which approximately 30 percent of the cities and 20 
counties do not have tree ordinances of any kind.  That in 1988 an 
estimated one hundred nine million dollars ($109,000,000) statewide 
was spent on municipal tree maintenance, less than 1 percent of most 
city and county budgets, with an average of sixteen dollars and 82 
cents ($16.82) per street and park tree per year and an average of 
four dollars and 68 cents ($4.68) per resident per year.  California’s 
city governments support urban forestry.  Support for tree programs 
is highest in communities where citizens are involved. 
   Conclusions of the urban forestry survey state that most cities 
need an aggressive tree planting program to maintain tree densities 
at current levels, to keep pace with urban growth, increase species 
diversity, maintain the health and vigor of their trees, and put more 
effort into long-term master planning of urban forests.  To derive 
the maximum ecological benefit from the urban forest, the current 
trend towards planting smaller trees will need to be reversed. 
Counties lag far behind cities in urban forestry efforts.  Most tree 
programs need to put greater emphasis on educating the public on the 
benefits the urban forest provides.  A healthy flourishing urban 
forest cannot be developed and maintained without foresight, proper 
care, and good management. 
   (4) That the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Guidelines for Developing and Evaluating Tree Ordinances 1991 
publications states that an ordinance shall be developed for the 
purpose of prohibiting topping of public and private trees.  Topping 
is the practice of cutting back large diameter branches of a mature 
tree to stubs and is a particularly destructive pruning practice.  It 
is stressful to mature trees, and may result in reduced vigor, 
decline, or even death of trees.  In addition, new branches that form 
below the cuts are only weakly attached to the tree and are in 
danger of splitting out.  Topped trees require constant maintenance 
to prevent this from happening and it is often impossible to restore 
the structure of the tree crown after topping.  Unfortunately many 
people believe that topping is a proper way to prune a tree, and this 
destructive practice is prevalent in some communities. 
   (5) That in an effort to promote practices that encourage the 
preservation of tree structure, and public safety and health, these 
standards developed through careful scientific studies by leading 
industry consultants, United States Department of Forestry 
scientists, and professors of horticulture and plant pathology, are 
recognized standards by the Department of Parks and Recreation, 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, University of 
California Co-operative Extension Farm advisers, the National 
Arborist Association, the International Society of Arboriculture, 



 

 

American Forestry Association, and numerous tree planting and 
preservation organizations throughout the state and nation. 
   (6) That those standards are working guidelines, recognizing that 
trees are individually unique in form and structure and that their 
pruning or maintenance needs may not always fit strict rules. 
   (7) That the International Society of Arboriculture founded in 
1924 with over 21 chapters throughout the world publishes the monthly 
Journal of Arboriculture which is devoted to the dissemination of 
knowledge in the science and art of growing and maintaining shade and 
ornamental trees.  The Journal of Arboriculture, March 1988, Volume 
14, No. 3, page 76, states that properly trimmed trees not only 
require less manhours on their next cycle but some may not even need 
trimming.  This conclusion was based on a study performed at Delmarva 
Power in Maryland during the 1982-84 trim cycles.  Results indicate 
a 25 percent reduction in work force and a 7.4 percent reduction in 
costs in the first three years. 
   (8) That the use of proper tree maintenance techniques benefits 
the public because of reduced costs, reduced hazards, reduced public 
liability, protection from premature decline or death (conserving 
energy reducing carbon dioxide and ozone, absorbing particulate 
matter, producing more oxygen by increasing canopy spread, reduction 
in wind speed, reducing noise pollution, increasing real property 
values, enhancing visual and aesthetic qualities that attract 
visitors and businesses, serve as a source of community image and 
pride by providing maximum shade and canopy cover).  As canopy cover 
increases the public benefits increase. 
   (9) (A) The Legislature's findings recognize that topping of trees 
is a widespread misunderstood consumer request and this form of 
pruning detracts from public benefits including, but not limited to, 
safety and property values, and causes premature decline, death, 
disease, insects, woodrot, and increased maintenance costs.  These 
findings also recognize that a great number of personnel performing 
maintenance on trees unknowingly and unintentionally produce 
irreversible harm. 
   (B) The Legislature finds that nonregulated commercial tree 
service firms that advertise topping are widespread among commercial 
advertising including the yellow pages, but not limited to newspaper 
advertising, and that millions of dollars have been spent topping 
trees including publicly owned trees. 
   (C) The Legislature finds that modern techniques utilized by 
certified arborists through scientific study and continued education 
are of value and benefit to the citizens of California and to all who 
care for our resources. 
   (b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection through Sections 4799.06 
to 4799.12, inclusive, of the Public Resources Code, shall to the 
extent possible, furnish to every public agency, including the state, 
but not limited to, a city and county, school district, or community 
college district copies of these publications as listed:  Western 
Chapter International Society of Arboriculture Pruning Standards, 
California Department of Parks and Recreation specifications for 
pruning trees, and National Arborist Association Standards of pruning 
shade trees. 
 
Source: http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html 
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Appendix K: 
International Society of Arboriculture 
“Best Management Practices – Tree Pruning” 
 
 
 
How to use this information 
 
The correct application of these Best Management Practices when used by 
properly trained arborists and tree workers can improve the health, structure, 
appearance and longevity of not just the City’s Heritage Trees, but all of the 
City’s publicly maintained trees and privately maintained trees as well. This can 
be accomplished while at the same time reducing overall pruning and removal 
costs and improving overall tree care. 
 
Best Management Practices have been developed as a tool to assist in the 
implementation and implementation and interpretation of the American National 
Standards for Pruning (ANSI A300). Please refer to “Appendix L” of this report. 
 
Pruning Objectives excerpted from the current International Society of 
Arboriculture “Best Management Practices – Tree Pruning” are provided below 
as a reference. 
 
 
 
“No tree should be pruned without first establishing clearly defined objectives. 
 
 
Table 1. Objectives of pruning. 
- Reduce risk of failure 
- Provide clearance 
- Reduce shade and wind resistance 
- Maintain health 
- Influence flower or fruit production 
- Improve a view 
- Improve aesthetics” 
(Gilman and Lilly pg. 4) 
 
 
 
 
Alex Shigo, who developed and promoted the concept of modern arboriculture, 
often stated that “Pruning is one of the best things an arborist can do for a tree 
but one of the worst things we can do to a tree.” 
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Appendix L: 
American National Standard for Tree Care Operations –  
“Tree Shrub and Other Woody Plant Maintenance –  
Standard Practices (Pruning)” 
ANSI A300 (Part 1)-2001 Pruning 
 
 
How to use this information 
 
The A300 standard offers basic performance standards. It is intended as a guide 
for drafting maintenance specifications. 
 
The application of this standard when used by properly trained arborists and tree 
workers can improve the health, structure, appearance and longevity of not just 
the City’s Heritage Trees, but all of the City’s publicly maintained trees and 
privately maintained trees as well. This standard should be used in conjunction 
with the International Society of Arboriculture “Best Management Practices – 
Tree Pruning” (refer to Appendix K), safety standards including ANSI Z133.1-
2000, and any applicable state and local regulations. 
 
The basis for the standards was to “present performance standards for the care 
and maintenance of trees, shrubs and other woody plants…Specifications for 
tree maintenance should be written and administered by an arborist.”  
(ANSI A300, pg. 1) 
 
“Arborist: An individual engaged in the profession of arboriculture who through 
experience, education and related training possesses the competence to provide 
for or supervise the management of trees and other woody plants.” 
(ANSI A300, pg. 2) 
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Appendix M: 
“Tree Hazard Evaluation Form” 
 
 
How to use this information 
 
A copy of the current International Society of Arboriculture “Tree Hazard 
Evaluation Form” copied from Matheny & Clark’s publication “A Photographic 
Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas – Second Edition”, is 
provided.  
(Matheny & Clark pgs. 40 & 41) 
 
It is the intent of both the authors and the publisher that arborists can copy and 
utilize this form in their work in evaluating trees. 
 
“Hazard tree evaluation is the systemic process of assessing the potential for a 
tree or one of its parts to fail an injure people or damage property. The primary 
goal of hazard evaluation is to identify potentially hazardous trees so they can be 
treated before failure occurs. All hazards can not be eliminated. However, by 
evaluating trees and rating the hazardous associated with them, the arborist can 
prioritize and schedule abatement treatments to reduce the level of risk.” 
(Matheny & Clark pg. 37) 
 
“The intensity of the hazard examination for a given site depends upon the level 
of resolution appropriate for the situation. In some cases, detailed scrutiny of 
individual trees may be required, particularly for significant trees in high use 
locations.” 
(Matheny & Clark pg. 38) 
 
“Since hazard tree evaluation is a process that weighs a wide range of 
information, the evaluator needs a systematic method of recording observations 
and measurements. Written documentation is especially critical if the program is 
part of risk management effort.” 
(Matheny & Clark pg. 38) 
 
The arborist performing the evaluations should be familiar not just with the form 
and the guide, but must be competent to perform the work and interpret the 
observations. Periodic hazard evaluations should be part of the ongoing 
management of the City’s publicly-owned Heritage Trees. 
 



 

 

 



 

 

 


